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INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) circulated the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for 
Segment 2 of the Feather River Levee Repair Project on July 11, 2008. Approximately 145 combined hard copies 
and compact discs (CDs) of the DEIS were sent to a mailing list that included local, state, and federal agencies; 
landowners in the project area; local libraries; elected officials; and other interested organizations and individuals. 
The Corps also issued an “All Interested Parties” notice to an additional mailing list of approximately 25 people. 
A Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register on July 11, 2008, and a public meeting on the 
DEIS was held by the Corps on August 4, 2008, to receive comments on the DEIS from agency representatives 
and other interested parties. Meeting attendees included three members of the public. No comments were 
submitted to Corps staff, the project applicant, or project consultants during the meeting. The sign-in sheet from 
the public meeting is reproduced in this appendix. 

The Corps received five comment letters on the DEIS during the 45-day public review period, which ended on 
August 25, 2008 (see the table below). Each letter and individual comment has been assigned a number/letter 
designation for cross-referencing. The comment letters received on the DEIS, and the responses to comments 
contained in those letters, follow the table. All comment letters received, including the letter received after the 
close of the comment period, are addressed in this final EIS (FEIS). All comments were considered by the Corps 
during preparation of the FEIS. The Corps appreciates the efforts of the commenters for taking the time to 
participate in the public review process. 

List of Commenters/Letters 

Letter Designation Commenter Date of Letter Comment Number 

1 Kathleen M. Goforth, Manager, Environmental Review 
Office, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency August 25, 2008 1A through 1D 

2 Sondra Andersson, Air Quality Planner, Feather River Air 
Quality Management District August 22, 2008 2A through 2H 

3 Sukhvinder (Sue) Takhar, Chief, Office of Transportation 
Planning – North, California Department of Transportation August 25, 2008 3A 

4 Thomas W. Eres, Attorney at Law August 25, 2008 4A through 4M 

5 

Katrina Schneider, River Scientist, South Yuba River 
Citizens League; Ron Stork, Senior Policy Analyst, Friends 
of the River; Allan Eberhart, State Conservation Chair, 
Sierra Club 

August 26, 2008 5A through 5C 
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Letter 

1 
Response 

 Kathleen M. Goforth,  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Review Office 
August 25, 2008 

 

Comment 1A: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Supports Selection of the Applicant 
Preferred Alternative and Rates the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as LO-1, Lack 
of Objections 

Response: The Corps acknowledges the importance of the ongoing consultation with the EPA in developing and 
preparing the environmental impact statement EIS for the project and appreciates EPA’s input during 
development of the DEIS. The Corps also acknowledges and highly appreciates the comments submitted by the 
EPA affirming the adequacy of the DEIS and the assignment of an LO-1, “Lack of Objections, Adequate 
Information” rating to the document. The support expressed by the EPA for the Applicant Preferred Alternative 
will be considered by the Corps in selection of a project alternative and deciding whether to grant the requested 
permissions to the Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) under Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 
404 and Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (i.e., ”Section 408”). 

Comment 1B: Promotion of Sustainable Agricultural Practices in the Expanded Floodway 

Response: As discussed in the DEIS, TRLIA (the project applicant) supports continued agricultural activities that 
do not conflict with the flood control function of the levee setback area. The Corps has conveyed to TRLIA 
EPA’s suggestion that promotion of sustainable agricultural practices be considered. TRLIA has already prepared 
agricultural lease language for lands in the setback area where agricultural operations may continue and is using 
this language to advertise for lessees for farmable properties in the expanded floodway. Because agricultural 
leases are already being advertised, there is not an opportunity at this time for TRLIA to actively promote 
sustainable agricultural practices on these properties. 

It is important to note that the EIS includes a mitigation measure requiring compliance with the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) Irrigated Lands Program for agricultural lands in the 
expanded floodway. (See Mitigation Measure 3.4-b in Section 3.4, “Water Quality.”) The RWQCB’s Irrigated 
Lands Division, among other duties, is responsible for monitoring and regulating agricultural lands within the 
floodways of rivers to protect water quality in the rivers and maintain water quality standards. To comply with 
requirements of the Irrigated Lands Program, TRLIA will implement these requirements, at a minimum: 

► Obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Conditional Waiver or file a Report of Waste Discharge 
for all parcels TRLIA owns which are irrigated and have the potential to discharge waste to surface waters. 

► Submit a Management Plan, for review, to the RWQCB, that addresses what practices will be utilized to 
prevent waste associated with agricultural operations from entering surface waters of the State. 

► Submit notification to the RWQCB if ownership of parcels enrolled in the Irrigated Lands Regulatory 
Program are transferred. 

The following text, further clarifying TRLIA’s participation in the irrigated lands program, has been added to the 
discussion of Mitigation Measure 3.4-b on page 3.4-9 of the FEIS: 

TRLIA intends to enroll agricultural lands in the levee setback area within the Irrigated Lands 
Conditional Waiver Program. As part of this program, the RWQCB monitors agricultural runoff 
at various locations in the region and identifies agricultural practices that adversely affect water 
quality; and pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers that jeopardize maintenance of water quality 
standards. The RWQCB uses these data to direct agricultural operators enrolled in the 
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conditional waiver program on methods, operations, and materials to use on their lands that 
preserve water quality standards. 

Implementation of these measures will protect water quality in receiving waters in the project area, including the 
Feather River. 

Comment 1C: Mitigation for Fill of Waters of the United States 

Response: Since preparation of the DEIS for the project, a conceptual compensatory mitigation plan has been 
submitted to the Corps by TRLIA detailing the strategy to offset the temporary and permanent impacts to waters 
of the United States resulting from implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative. The same mitigation 
approach could be applied to the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative. The discussion under Section 3.6.3 of 
Section 3.6 of the EIS, “Waters of the United States and Wetlands,” has been revised to reflect the proposed 
mitigation approach, which includes restoring a corridor of riparian habitat adjacent to the floodplain drainage 
swale between the Plumas Lake Canal and the Feather River and creating approximately 20.1 acres of 
jurisdictional waters of the United States at a site within the levee setback area. Table 3.6-4, and significant 
additional text, has been added to Section 3.6.3 to clarify the wetland mitigation strategy. 

Comment 1D: Operating Standards for Construction Equipment 

Response: The Corps acknowledges EPA’s recommendation regarding the use of construction equipment that 
meets EPA Tier 3 engine standards and the suggested requirement that all equipment meet at least Tier 2 
standards. The Corps has coordinated with TRLIA regarding the construction equipment currently in use on 
portions of the Applicant Preferred Alternative site not requiring federal authorizations (see page 2-15 of the 
DEIS for details regarding TRLIA’s initiation of project construction). It has been confirmed that the construction 
equipment currently being used by Teichert Construction and its subcontractors on this project meets the Tier 2 
standards, at a minimum, and is retrofitted if appropriate with the best available emission control technology. 
Some specific pieces of equipment used for project construction may meet Tier 3 standards, and TRLIA has 
expressed to Teichert and their subcontractors a preference for inclusion of equipment meeting Tier 3 standards in 
the construction fleet. Given the construction equipment fleets owned and operated by Teichert and its 
subcontractors, it is anticipated that all equipment used on the project site will continue to meet at least Tier 2 
standards. However, there is the possibility that isolated pieces of equipment may be used on the project for a 
short period (i.e., a few days), as necessary, to meet the project construction schedule or otherwise respond to 
critical construction needs. However, assuming normal project construction activities, no variation from the 
requirement to meet Tier 2 standards will occur. 
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Letter 

2 
Response 

 Sondra Andersson,  
Feather River Air Quality Management District 
August 22, 2008 

 

Comment 2A: Relationship of the FRLRP Segment 2 Project to FRAQMD’s and Yuba County’s 
Current Designations for Criteria Air Pollutants 

Response: The Corps appreciates the comments provided by the Feather River Air Quality Management District 
(FRAQMD) on the air quality analysis for this project. The commenter states that, “The proposed project would 
exceed the District’s Thresholds of Significance, and after incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures, 
would still be a significant impact.” The Corps has not proposed a particular method for addressing levee repairs 
in Segment 2 of the Feather River Levee Repair Project (FRLRP), and could select any alternative evaluated in 
the EIS, including the No-Action Alternative. As identified in the discussion of “AP Impact 3.11-a,” “ISL Impact 
3.11-a,” and “LS Impact 3.11-a,” each of the action alternatives would result in construction emissions exceeding 
FRAQMD thresholds. As identified at the end of the description of “LS Impact 3.11-a” on page 3.11-8 of the 
DEIS, “As few as five or six pieces of construction equipment operating simultaneously could result in an 
exceedance of the FRAQMD threshold for NOX, even with implementation of emission reduction mitigation.” 
Therefore, all of the action alternatives would result in construction emissions exceeding FRAQMD thresholds 
even after mitigation. 

As identified in the comment and in the DEIS (see “Local Air Quality Thresholds” in Section 3.11.2 of the DEIS, 
page 3.11-4), the FRAQMD portion of the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin is designated as a 
nonattainment area with respect to the state standards for ozone (1-hour) and PM10. The statement in the comment 
that, “Yuba County has been proposed nonattainment for the 2006 National PM2.5 AAQS,” is further evidence of 
the importance of the emission reduction measures included in the EIS. 

Comment 2B: Enforcement Standards for Mitigation Measure 3.11-a, Part 8 

Response: Item #8 in “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a” in the EIR (page 3.11-10 in the DEIR) states: 

The project shall provide a plan for approval by FRAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty 
(equal to or greater than 50 horsepower) off-road equipment to be used in the construction 
project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, would achieve a project-wide fleet-
average 20% NOX reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB 
fleet average at time of construction. 

Meeting emission reduction standards would be achieved through the development the plan describing the means 
by which the required percent reductions would be achieved, approval of the plan by FRAQMD, and 
implementation of the plan by the construction contractor. The plan must result in meeting the emission reduction 
performance criteria, and FRAQMD is provided the opportunity to review and approve the plan. It is the Corps’ 
understanding that TRLIA has provided FRAQMD an analysis of the construction equipment fleet showing that 
the construction equipment to be used on the project would achieve the percentage reductions below the ARB 
fleet average required in “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a.” Therefore, the means to achieve the desired reduction 
(i.e., the emission reduction plan) is for the contractor and subcontractors to use an equipment fleet with relatively 
new and/or low emitting equipment that results in overall emissions sufficiently below the ARB fleet average to 
meet the mitigation requirements. 

In addition to ensuring that its construction contractors meet fleetwide emission reduction requirements as well as 
utilizing the best available emissions control technology on their equipment throughout the project, TRLIA has 
stated they will contribute funds into the Carl Moyier Program for ozone precursor reductions. This program is a 
grant program administered by the FRAQMD. Matching contributions are provided by the California State Air 
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Resources Board, the California Department of Motor Vehicles, and from other private projects. The funds 
provided will be used to implement clean emissions technology for vehicles and equipment related to agribusiness 
uses, local municipalities, and public services throughout the Yuba County area. This grant serves as an “offsite” 
mitigation fund for ozone precursors. 

Comment 2C: Nature of Requirements Above and Beyond Those Specified in Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-a, Parts 1–8 

Response: The FRAQMD commenter is referring to Item #1 in the final two parts of “Mitigation Measure 3.11-
a” on the last page of Section 3.11, “Air Quality” (page 3.11-10 in the DEIS). This measure is intended to 
supplement the requirements specified under the rest of the mitigation measure by confirming the responsibilities 
of construction inspectors and TRLIA and ensuring that all applicable standards are met. The element of the 
measures that is “above and beyond” the previous requirements is identifying the responsibilities of construction 
inspectors as monitors of mitigation compliance and TRLIA’s engineer as an enforcer of the requirements. Item 
#1 is not intended to provide new emission reduction requirements but to help ensure implementation of emission 
reduction measures already described previously in “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a.” 

It should be noted that the introduction to Items #1 and #2 near the bottom of page 3.11-10 in the DEIS states, 
“In addition, the following measures, above and beyond the requirements of the FRAQMD mitigation measures, 
shall be implemented.” The FRAQMD mitigation measures listed in “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a” are considered 
sufficient mitigation for construction emissions generated by the action alternatives identified in the EIS. Items #1 
and #2 at the bottom of page 3.11-10 in the DEIS are intended to supplement the FRAQMD measures. Items #1 
and #2 are not mitigation requirements and success of the overall mitigation approach is not reliant on these two 
items. 

Comment 2D: Operating Standards for Construction Equipment 

Response: The FRAQMD commenter is referring to Item #2 in the final part of “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a” on 
the last page of Section 3.11, “Air Quality” (page 3.11-10 in the DEIS). This mitigation action is intended to be 
advisory, and was included in the EIS in response to early input from EPA during preparation of the DEIS. 
The commenter is correct in stating that mitigation measures should be quantitative where possible and set 
specific verifiable targets. This is the case for previous mitigation actions described in “Mitigation Measure  
3.11-a.” However, where sufficient quantitative, verifiable mitigation is provided elsewhere in a document, 
additional advisory actions can also be included that may supplement the overall mitigation approach. 
The introduction to Items #1 and #2 near the bottom of page 3.11-10 in the DEIS states, “In addition, the 
following measures, above and beyond the requirements of the FRAQMD mitigation measures, shall be 
implemented.” The FRAQMD mitigation measures listed in “Mitigation Measure 3.11-a” are considered 
sufficient mitigation for construction emissions generated by the action alternatives identified in the EIS. Items #1 
and #2 at the bottom of page 3.11-10 in the DEIS are intended to supplement the FRAQMD measures. Items #1 
and #2 are not mitigation requirements and success of the overall mitigation approach is not reliant on these two 
items. Therefore, Item #2 can be worded in an advisory manner without undermining the desired outcome or 
success of the mitigation measure. 

Comment 2E: Correction to Table 3.11-1, National Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) for 
Ozone 

Response: The AAQS has been corrected in the FEIS as suggested by the comment. See Table 3.11-1 in Section 
3.11.1.2, “Air Pollutant Sources and Concentrations,” in the FEIS, page 3.11-2. 

Comment 2F: Clarification of Monitoring Data for PM2.5 as Presented in the DEIS 

Response: The PM2.5 monitoring data for years 2004–2006 in Table 3.11-1 are 24-hour concentration 
measurements. This is clarified in Table 3.11-1 in the FEIS (see page 3.11-2). Please note that the federal PM2.5 
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24-hour standard was officially changed from 65 μg/m3 to 35 μg/m3 in late 2006. Thus, when air quality 
monitoring data for PM2.5 was recorded during years 2004–2006, the applicable standard during that period was 
not exceeded. This is also clarified in Table 3.11-1. 

Comment 2G: Corrections to Table 3.11-2, Emissions of NOX and ROG 

Response: The emissions calculations in Appendix I of the FEIS (previously Appendix G in the DEIS), 
“Air Emissions Calculations for Segment 2,” have been updated, and Table 3.11-2 in the FEIS has been revised as 
necessary to reflect these changes. These updates do not result in changes in the severity of the impact or changes 
in the impact conclusions. The maximum average annual mitigated emissions, as shown in Table 3.11-2, remain 
at 12 tons/year of ROG, 49 tons/year of NOX, and 80 tons/year of PM10 during project construction. Mitigated 
emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10 remain below the applicable federal thresholds of 50, 50, and 100 tons/year, 
respectively. In fact, construction emissions for 2008 were overstated in Table 3.11-2 in the DEIS. It should be 
noted that the air quality analysis in the EIS is very conservative in that it is based on relatively high estimates for 
emission sources that would generate air emissions from several overlapping project activities in the same 
construction year. 

Comment 2H: Status of Yuba and Sutter Counties for Criteria Air Pollutants 

Response: The FRAQMD commenter is referring to the cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 
The relevant statement, now in Section 4.2.4.7, “Air Quality,” in the FEIS has been revised to clarify that the 
respective portions of Yuba and Sutter Counties where the proposed action is located are either in attainment or 
unclassified for federal standards. A sentence has been added to this same section identifying that both Yuba and 
Sutter counties are currently recommended for nonattainment for federal PM2.5 air quality standards. 
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Letter 

3 
Response 

 Sukhvinder (Sue) Takhar,  
California Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation Planning – North 
August 25, 2008 

 

Comment 3A: Truck Traffic on State Route 70 during Morning and Evening Peak Periods 

Response: The Corps appreciates the comments provided by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) on the transportation and circulation analysis for this project. The comments provided by Caltrans are 
focused on the potential effects of increased truck traffic and other project related trips on State Route (SR) 70 
(Lorentson, pers. comm., 2008). The Caltrans commenter correctly re-states data from the DEIS that indicates the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative would generate 180,000 short haul trips from local borrow locations, and that an 
additional 2,460 highway truck trips would be needed to haul construction materials and equipment to the 
Segment 2 project site. As discussed under “AP Impact 3.13-a” in the DEIS (pages 3.13-3 through 3.13-5), these 
trips are associated with Stage 1 of construction, which includes excavation of borrow areas and construction of 
the setback levee embankment. However, only a small portion of these trips would affect SR 70. The following 
three paragraphs summarize information provided in the description of “AP Impact 3.13-a” in the DEIS and the 
description of the “Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative” in Section 2.2.2 of the 
DEIS. 

During Stage 1 of construction, approximately 135,000 of the total 180,000 haul trips would be required to 
transport borrow material from locations within the area between the existing Feather River levee and the 
proposed setback levee alignment. None of these haul trips would affect traffic on roadways beyond the 
immediate project construction area. Extracting borrow material from sites east of the setback levee alignment 
would require approximately 45,000 haul trips, or 25% of the total 180,000 haul trips. The borrow sites that are 
outside of the immediate project construction area are west of SR 70 (Figure 3.13-1 in the DEIS). Truck traffic 
will primarily be confined to Feather River Boulevard between Myrna Road and Rich Road and other local roads 
that intersect with Feather River Boulevard (Hart, pers. comm., 2008). The total 180,000 haul trips required to 
move borrow material to the Segment 2 project site would have little to no effect on traffic on SR 70 
(Wanket, pers. comm., 2008). 

The additional 2,460 highway truck trips that would originate from areas outside the construction area would mix 
with the existing traffic on SR 70 and possibly other state highways in the project vicinity. Approximately 2,000 
of those 2,460 truck trips would be needed to haul the aggregate base and rock revetment material to the project 
site from the quarry of origin. The remaining approximately 460 truck trips would be needed to haul construction 
equipment, dry bentonite, concrete, and other construction supplies and materials to the project site. 

During Stage 2 of construction, all of the approximately 150,000 truck trips required to move material from the 
degraded levee would use the local roadway system to access the borrow sites where the material would be 
deposited and used for borrow site reclamation. These trips would have little to no effect on traffic on SR 70. 
A total of approximately 650 highway truckloads would be needed to carry demolition debris, construction debris, 
and waste materials to a suitable landfill. An additional approximately 40 trailer truck round trips would be 
needed to remove construction equipment from the site as the work is completed. Some of these approximately 
700 truck trips would use SR 70 during Stage 2 of construction. 

The letter from the Caltrans commenter includes a quote from the DEIS stating traffic will “cause an increase in 
traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.” The text from the 
DEIS that is quoted by the commenter is one of the thresholds for determining the significance of impacts on 
transportation and circulation, and is not an impact conclusion (see Section 3.13.2.1, “Significance Criteria” in the 
FEIS). As indicated by the analysis of traffic impacts in the EIS (see “AP Impact 3.13-a,” “ISL Impact 3.13-a/b,” 
and “LS Impact 3.13-a/b”), the EIS concludes that no significant impact would occur as a result of the increase in 
traffic associated with construction of any of the action alternatives. 
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The Caltrans commenter requests limiting construction traffic on SR 70 to 10 trucks per hour during the morning 
peak period from 7 a.m. to 9 a.m. Construction and engineering staff directly associated with the project have 
confirmed that under almost all circumstances construction truck traffic on SR 70 will remain below 10 trucks per 
hour during the morning peak period described by the commenter. However, over the 20–28 month construction 
period, circumstances could occur where construction activities could occasionally require up to approximately 
15 truck trips per an hour on SR 70 during the peak morning commute hours (Wanket, pers. comm., 2008). 
If conditions requiring up to 15 truck trips per an hour on SR 70 during the morning peak hours were to occur, 
this level of truck trips on SR 70 would be short lived and very infrequent. 

The Caltrans commenter requests that no construction traffic be allowed onto SR 70 during the heavier evening 
peak period from 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. Due to the size, complexity, and extended construction period required to repair 
the FRLRP Segment 2 levee, TRLIA has indicated it is not possible at this time to commit to allowing no trucks 
on SR 70 in the vicinity of the project site during those evening peak hours. Delivery of materials and equipment 
to the project site may occasionally generate a limited number of truck trips on SR 70 during the evening peak 
hours. TRLIA has stated to the Corps that Teichert Construction and its subcontractors will make every effort to 
comply with Caltrans’ requests. 



JewD
Rectangle

Sacramento
Text Box
404 Permission and 404 Permit                                                                                                                                                             Final EISFeather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2             A-19                      Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS



JewD
Rectangle

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
Final EIS                                                                                                                                                             404 Permission and 404 PermitComments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS                    A-20               Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2

JewD
Line



JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
404 Permission and 404 Permit                                                                                                                                                             Final EISFeather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2             A-21                      Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS

JewD
Line



JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
Final EIS                                                                                                                                                             404 Permission and 404 PermitComments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS                    A-22               Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2

JewD
Line



JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
404 Permission and 404 Permit                                                                                                                                                             Final EISFeather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2             A-23                      Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS

JewD
Line



Final EIS  408 Permission and 404 Permit 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS A-24 Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2 

Letter 

4 
Response 

 

Thomas W. Eres, Attorney at Law 
August 25, 2008 

 

Comment 4A: Letter Summary and Impacts to Hydraulics and Hydrology 

Response: This comment is primarily a summary of issues that are addressed in greater detail later in the 
comment letter. Responses to the more detailed individual comments are provided below. However, a general 
response to concerns regarding “… the adequacy of the impact analysis and evaluations of the hydraulics and 
hydrology of the entire Feather River set-back levee …” is provided here. 

The impacts to surface and groundwater hydrology, hydraulics, and geomorphology of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative are described in Section 3.3.2.3 of the EIS. A hydraulic and hydrologic analysis was prepared by 
MBK Engineers (Appendix E of this EIS) to assess the effects of the Applicant Preferred Alternative on upstream 
and downstream flow volumes and water surface profiles during flood events. This analysis was used to support 
the assessment of hydraulic and hydrologic impacts in the EIS. As described on page 1 and shown in Figure 1 of 
the analysis (to be identified in the remainder of this response as “Appendix E”), the hydraulic model 
encompasses the Feather River between Oroville Dam to the north and the confluence with the Sacramento River 
in the south, a portion of the Sacramento River, and tributaries feeding the Feather River including Honcut Creek, 
the Yuba River, and the Bear River. Tributaries to the Bear River, including Dry Creek, Yankee Slough, and the 
Western Pacific Interceptor Canal (WPIC), are also included. Storm event parameters used in the model are based 
on model inflows developed by the Corps (see page 6 of Appendix E). Standard hydrologic and hydraulic 
methods were used in model development and application, and experienced hydraulic engineers conducted the 
analysis. 

Although modeling results were generated for a variety of flood events, the hydraulic and hydrologic analysis in 
Appendix E focuses on effects during the 1-in-100 and 1-in-200 annual exceedance probability (AEP) events. 
During these peak flows, data are provided on flow volumes and elevations of the post setback levee 
implementation flood stage. Policy related to EO 11988 requires that with and without project conditions be 
evaluated for events larger than the design events. It should be noted that although the Corps has developed 1-in-
500 AEP event flood profiles for the Lower Feather River Floodplain Mapping Study, it is difficult to assess 
actual flood effects in the Marysville/Yuba City and RD 784 areas during a 500-year event due to upstream 
conditions. During a 500-year flood event there would be numerous instances of levee overtopping and levee 
failures along the Feather River between Oroville Dam and the Marysville/Yuba City area. Many of the sites of 
levee overtopping/failure would result in inundation of agricultural land and floodplains that are planned for 
inundation during extreme flood events. Although it is certain that inundation of these upstream areas would 
reduce floodstage elevations downstream, it is unclear what level of flood stage reductions would occur. Given 
this uncertainty, it is the judgment of the Sacramento District’s Chief of Hydrology Design Section that attempts 
to quantitatively model the extent of inundation in the Marysville/Yuba City and RD 784 areas during a 1-in-500 
AEP flood event would be unreliable. 

As identified on page 8 of Appendix E and Section 3.3.2.5 of the EIS, the Levee Strengthening Alternative retains 
the existing levee configuration in the project area, and in effect, represents a continuation of existing conditions. 
Therefore, implementation of the Levee Strengthening Alternative would not alter existing conditions relative to 
hydraulics, hydrology, flood stage elevations, flood stage flow volumes, weight of water passing through 
waterways, channel capacity, or other factors. 

“AP Impact 3.3-a” and “ISL Impact 3.3-a” in the EIS evaluate the effects on flood hydrology upstream of the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative and the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, respectively (see “Local and 
Upstream Effects” under both impact discussions). In both cases, the presence of a setback levee results in 
reduced flood stage elevations upstream of Star Bend in the range of 1.0 to 1.6 feet depending on the severity of 
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the flood event (1-in-100 AEP or 1-in-200 AEP). These reductions in flood stage elevations would result in a 
beneficial effect relative to hydraulics, hydrology, flood stage flow volumes, weight of water passing through 
waterways, channel capacity, and other factors. These benefits extend to the confluence with the Yuba River and 
upstream into the Yuba River channel (see Tables 7 and 8 in Appendix E). 

The effects of the Applicant Preferred Alternative and the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative on flood 
hydrology downstream of the setback area are addressed as well (see the section, “Downstream Effects,” under 
both impact discussions). As identified in the EIS, increases in downstream flood stage elevation associated with 
the two setback levee alternatives would range from 0.02 foot (0.24 inch) to 0.08 foot (0.96 inch) depending on 
the alternative and severity of the flood event (1-in-100 AEP or 1-in-200 AEP). These increases would only occur 
in the Feather River segment between the downstream end of the setback levee and the Bear River. Downstream 
of the Bear River, there would be no measurable increase in flood stage elevation in the Feather River. As shown 
in Tables 9 and 10 in Appendix E, increases in downstream flood flow volumes would range from 0.02% to 
0.62% depending on the alternative and severity of the flood event. 

The impact discussions under “AP Impact 3.3-a” and “ISL Impact 3.3-a” also address the potential future 
influence of the planned Forecast-Coordinated Operations (F-CO) on flood control operations for the Yuba and 
Feather Rivers. Implementation of the planned F-CO of Lake Oroville and New Bullards Bar Reservoirs included 
as part of the Yuba-Feather Supplemental Flood Control Project (Y-FSFCP) would reduce any measurable 
increases in downstream flood-stage elevations identified in the hydraulic modeling (see the section, 
“Downstream Effects,” under both impact discussions). For these reasons, the identified impacts would not 
exceed the applicable significance criteria provided in Section 3.3.2.1 in Section 3.3, “Surface and Groundwater 
Hydrology and Geomorphology”; i.e., “result in increased exposure of persons or private property to flood 
hazards.” Therefore, no significant adverse effect on regional or local hydrology would occur for either setback 
levee alternative. This less-than-significant conclusion would apply to all areas related to flood stage elevations, 
including weight of water on levees and potential to generate backflow where rivers converge. 

The comment does not specify what aspect of the analysis is not considered adequate, so it is difficult to identify 
additional information that could clarify the results of the analysis for the commenter. Impacts evaluated were for 
the large flood events that would be expected under the 1-in-100 AEP and the 1-in-200 AEP scenarios. Flows 
associated with all-year drainage are small enough to remain within the Feather River channel and would not be 
influenced by implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative or other action alternatives. 

Comment 4B: History and Operation of the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal 

Response: The commenter states that the review of adverse impacts on the WPIC in the DEIS is inadequate, but 
does not specify what aspect of the analysis is inadequate, so it is difficult to identify additional information that 
could clarify the results of the analysis for the commenter. 

Although the WPIC is part of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP), the exact construction 
history of the WPIC and its levees is not known. Therefore, information on this topic is not included in the EIS. 
Although the WPIC west levee and the east levee below Best Slough are part of the SRFCP, there are no SRFCP 
levees upstream of Best Slough on the east side of the WPIC. 

With regard to the origin of flows entering the WPIC, the EIS has been modified to include the other watercourses 
that also drain to the WPIC. The text describing flows in the WPIC under Section 3.3.1.1 of the EIS, “Hydrology 
and Flood Control,” have been edited to read: “Water enters the WPIC from several sources. The Olivehurst 
Detention Basin stores interior runoff from south Olivehurst before releasing it to the WPIC. When water levels 
reach certain heights in the detention basin, pumps are automatically activated which begin to drain the detention 
basin into the WPIC. Clark Lateral drains into the Olivehurst Detention Basin. The Linda Drain and the 
Olivehurst Interceptor Canal convey flows to Reeds Creek, and the flows in the WPIC are derived primarily from 
Reeds and Hutchinson Creeks and Best Slough.” 
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The purpose of the WPIC is to collect waters from a portion of the east foothills watershed and divert that runoff 
to the Bear River. This includes stormwater runoff from areas in the watershed near the WPIC. Although some 
entry points of stormwater runoff may have been modified since the original construction of the WPIC 
(e.g., construction of the Olivehurst Detention Basin), the purpose of collecting and transferring surface runoff to 
the Bear River has not changed. 

Given that the WPIC is intended to collect and convey surface runoff, including stormwater flows, and based on 
other statements in the comment letter, it is assumed that the assertion in the comment that the “… deposit of 
drain water in the WPIC dilutes its capability to channel flood flow …” is directed towards stormwater flows 
generated by recent nearby development and not stormwater flows generated by agricultural and natural lands 
which have entered the WPIC since its construction. It is important to note that local jurisdictions are required to 
address the impacts of development on storm drainage and flood control systems to avoid effects that could lead 
to localized flooding or that could contribute to regional flood effects during severe storm events. This topic is 
addressed as part of the growth-inducing and cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIS in the discussion of “Water 
Supply, Water Quality, and Drainage,” specifically in Section 4.1.2.5, “Hydrology, Water Supply and Quality, 
and Drainage,” and in Section 4.2.4.3, “Water Resources and River Geomorphology.” An example of local 
jurisdictions addressing storm drainage is Yuba County not allowing development projects to contribute 
additional runoff to the local drainage system (Boeck, pers. comm., 2008). Unless there is a downstream 
Reclamation District (RD) 784 detention facility to collect runoff, stormwater runoff must be detained on-site. 
If on-site detention is required, the County typically requires flows to be detained for 24 hours during a 100-year 
storm event with no minimum levee height requirement. The County reviews development projects to ensure that 
all applicable standards are met and to assess consistency with RD 784 drainage requirements. The County also 
requires developers to have their projects reviewed by RD 784 engineering staff to determine the need for on-site 
detention facilities. The County is also currently updating its stormwater improvement standards (i.e., the 
County’s method for calculating the required sizing of detention facilities) (Boeck, pers. comm., 2008). Based in 
part on the required controls on stormwater releases from development, overall flows in the WPIC from these 
sources are small. As discussed in response to Comment 4C below, flood stage elevations in the WPIC are 
influenced more by backwater from the Bear River than water flowing into the WPIC from other sources.  
The “… deposit of drain water into the WPIC …” from surface sources does not compromise its ability to channel 
flood flows. It should also be noted that the hydraulic/hydrologic modeling conducted for the project, which 
includes the WPIC, includes inflows from all sources feeding the WPIC. Therefore, the modeling results account 
for the deposit of drain water into the WPIC. 

Comment 4C: Design Capacity of the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal 

Response: The 1957 design discharge for the WPIC is 5,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the Olivehurst 
Detention Basin to Best Slough and 10,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) from Best Slough to the Bear River. Recent 
hydrology studies conducted as part of overall TRLIA/RD 784 flood protection program (of which the Segment 2 
levee repairs are a part) have determined that the 200-year discharge in the WPIC is 7,600 cfs from Best Slough to 
the Bear River. This is based on inflows from all sources, including the sources indicated by the commenter in 
Comment 4B above. Therefore, the 1957 design discharge exceeds the 200-year event discharge. 

It should be noted that backwater entering the WPIC from the Bear River has a significantly greater influence on 
flood elevations on the WPIC than inflow from other sources. During high water events, water surface elevations 
along the WPIC essentially represent backwater effects from the Bear River, with inflows from surface sources 
adding a relatively small volume of water above the Bear River backwater volume. It should also be noted that 
recent modifications along the Bear River Floodway (the Bear River Setback Levee) have lowered the flood 
elevations for the 200-year flood by approximately 1.5 feet in the Bear River and upstream into the WPIC. 
Flood elevation reductions for smaller floods would be slightly less. 

The commenter correctly states that “no entity monitors the flow” in the WPIC (i.e., there are no gauging stations 
along the WPIC). If gauging stations were present on the WPIC, it would be difficult to interpret “flow data” in 
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the WPIC during high water events due to the interaction of backwater from the Bear River entering from the 
south and surface water entering from various sources along the WPIC. 

Comment 4D: Independent Review and Consideration of Alternatives 

Response: The EIS provides an independent review of all project alternatives by the Corps, and the Corps has 
made no decision regarding the selection or approval of an alternative. The DEIS clearly identifies TRLIA’s 
proposed setback levee alternative as the “Applicant Preferred Alternative” and does not indicate that it is a Corps 
preferred alternative or the Corps’ proposed action. The DEIS identifies that TRLIA would be initiating 
construction of the Applicant Preferred Alternative prior to the NEPA process being complete and Corps approval 
being provided. The DEIS also identifies the potential consequences of this approach, stating in the first 
paragraph on Page 2-15: 

TRLIA recognizes that this approach carries the risk that the Corps permissions may not be 
granted as requested or may not be granted according to the timing assumed in the schedule, 
and has proposed to assume the risk rather than delay the start of construction until fall 2008, … 

Therefore, the DEIS is not written as a “fait accompli” as asserted by the commenter, but provides a thorough 
analysis of the project alternatives included in the DEIS consistent with the requirements of NEPA, supports a 
Corps decision to select and approve any of the alternatives evaluated, and does not limit a Corps decision to deny 
approvals for any alternative and implement the No-Action Alternative. 

Regarding the issue of independent review of data, TRLIA engineers have engaged the Corps throughout the 
design process regarding hydraulic/hydrologic modeling. TRLIA and the Corps have been coordinating on the 
hydraulic/hydrologic model since 2005, collaboratively refining and calibrating the model as various elements of 
the overall TRLIA/RD 784 flood protection program have been designed and implemented. The hydraulic model 
used for project analysis, the HEC-RAS model, was developed by the Corps. The model was refined and re-
calibrated to assess the effects of FRLRP alternatives as described in Appendix E of the EIS to better reflect local 
conditions. This refinement and recalibration was conducted in coordination with the Corps, with the model being 
reviewed by staff in Corps Sacramento District Hydraulic Design Section. Other elements of Segment 2 of the 
FRLRP have also been discussed and reviewed by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB). In addition, two administrative versions of the DEIS were 
reviewed and commented on by Corps regulatory, planning, engineering, and legal staff at the District level, 
Division level staff, and Corps Headquarters staff in Washington D.C. prior to release of the DEIS to the public. 
The EIS is the Corps’ document and the analyses and conclusions of the DEIS, and the data supporting those 
analyses and conclusions, have been thoroughly reviewed by the Corps. 

Comment 4E: Urban Growth and Relationship to the Hofman Ranch 

Response: As described in Section 4.1.1, “Fostering Economic Growth,” and Section 4.1.2, “Removing Obstacles 
to Growth – Flood Protection,” in the DEIS, implementation of levee repairs in Segment 2 of the FRLRP does not 
encourage urban growth, as suggested by the commenter, but removes flood protection as an obstacle to growth. 
This effect is not exclusive to the Applicant Preferred Alternative, but would result from all action alternatives 
that repair the Feather River left bank levee. The environmental effects of removing flood protection as an 
obstacle to growth in the area protected the FRLRP Segment 2 levee are fully disclosed in Section 4.1.2 of the 
DEIS. 

Assuming an action alternative is authorized by the Corps and implemented by TRLIA, neither the Corps nor 
TRLIA has authority to direct land use decisions or development in the flood protected area. Land use decisions 
are the authority of appropriate local jurisdictions, in this case, Yuba County. Planning for, approving, or denying 
land use proposals that might result in the conversion of agricultural land to another use, or might affect the 
Hofman Ranch, are decisions that are subject to the authority of Yuba County. 
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Comment 4F: Potential Increases in Surface Runoff and Feather River, Bear River, and WPIC 
Peak Flows 

Response: The commenter suggests that the cumulative impacts analysis of the DEIS does not address the 
combined effects of surface runoff and stormwater runoff from nearby communities that contribute to stormwater 
flows in the Feather-Yuba River basin. As described above under response to Comment 4B, local jurisdictions are 
required to address the impacts of development on storm drainage and flood control systems to avoid effects that 
could lead to localized flooding or that could contribute to regional flood effects during severe storm events. 

These policies support the cumulative impact conclusion under Section 4.2.4.3, “Water Resources and River 
Geomorphology,” in the DEIS (see Page 4-36) regarding increased runoff due to increased impervious surfaces 
from development: 

However, these developments are required to mitigate these increases in runoff through the 
construction and operation of detention basins.… Any increase in runoff volumes from these 
developments that reaches the surrounding rivers during storm events would be a minor 
incremental contribution to river flows and would not result in a significant cumulative impact. 

Therefore, although regional development may result in a cumulative increase in impervious surfaces, and a 
related increase in stormwater runoff could potentially occur, mitigation requirements for individual projects 
would prevent a substantial cumulative increase in stormwater flows into the nearby river systems. No significant 
cumulative adverse effect on flood control systems would occur. In addition, the SRFCP includes Corps-specified 
design capacities for channels in the project area. During severe storm events, the contribution of runoff to the 
Yuba River basin from pumping and other uncontrolled runoff is negligible when compared to the volume of 
water that the system is designed to handle. Therefore, not only are local jurisdictions required to mitigate the 
impacts of development on storm drainage and flood control systems, the effects of pumping during severe storm 
events do not result in cumulatively considerable contributions to the system. 

With regard to the potential effects of the project on water surface elevations downstream of a Segment 2 setback 
levee, the DEIS identifies some slight increases in Feather River flood flows and water surface elevations 
downstream of the proposed setback levee location under the Applicant Preferred Alternative and the Intermediate 
Setback Levee Alternative (see the discussions under “AP Impact 3.3-a” [pages 3.3-7 through 3.3-9] and “ISL 
Impact 3.3-a” [page 3.3-14] in the DEIS). However, increases in flood surface elevations are small, ranging from 
0.02 to 0.08 feet depending on the alternative and size of the modeled flood event (100-year or 200-year), and 
only occur from the southern end of the setback levee area to the confluence with the Bear River. There are no 
measurable increased in flood stage elevations downstream of the Bear River. These increases were found to not 
be significant in the DEIS. In addition, the projected increases in flood stage elevation identified in the DEIS 
would be reduced by implementation of the F-CO. 

The hydraulic/hydrologic modeling gives no indication that implementation of a setback levee alternative would 
result in increased floodstage elevation on the Bear River or the in the WPIC. The commenter contends that the 
Bear River setback levee might contribute to increased flood stage elevations in the WPIC. However, the Bear 
River Setback Levee, which is now complete, is projected to lower flood elevations on the Bear River, and 
consequently on the WPIC, by as much as 1.5 feet compared to conditions before the Bear River Setback Levee 
was constructed. 

Comment 4G: Drainages Contributing Flows and Changes in River Flows 

Response: Hydraulic/hydrologic modeling for the Feather-Yuba Basin, which was used for the EIS analysis, 
included flows from the entire watershed and all watercourses in the basin, including those listed in the comment. 
Therefore, the cumulative effect of flows from these sources is represented in the EIS impact analysis. 
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See response to Comment 4F above regarding the potential for setback levee alternatives to alter floodstage 
elevations. The two setback levee alternatives evaluated in the EIS would result in no measurable effect on flood 
stage elevations along the Feather River in Sutter County, on the Bear River, or in the WPIC. 

Comment 4H: 1957 Design Profile 

Response: The 1957 design profile is the authorized design criteria for the SRFCP, and it was developed 
considering the SRFCP as a system of flood protection. Any proposed modifications to the SRFCP, such as the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative or the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative, must be evaluated against this 
authorized design condition. The EIS does not advocate nor evaluate any changes in the authorized design criteria. 
The evaluation of any changes to the authorized design criteria for the SRFCP will be the subject of a larger study 
being undertaken by DWR. 

The commenter quotes from the EIS on the topic of transference of flood risk; however, the commenter does not 
provide the complete text that is part of the larger discussion under Section ES.5, “Need for Improved Flood 
Protection.” The third paragraph in the following excerpt from Section ES.5 of the EIS addresses the topic of 
transference of flood risk. The two preceeding paragraphs in Section ES.5 are included below for additional 
context. 

In the reach of the Feather River encompassing FRLRP Segment 2, there is no substantive 
difference between the 200-year water surface elevation and the “1957 design profile” (see 
Appendix E in this EIS, October 17, 2007, Technical Memorandum, Figure 4). This is because the 
“1957 design profile” was computed before the construction of Oroville and New Bullards Bar 
dams and before the enlargement of the Feather River channel that has occurred over the last 
half century from the erosion of historic hydraulic mining debris. Due to the increased 
management of flows from upstream reservoirs and increased size of the Feather River channel 
from mining debris washing downstream, the water surface elevation corresponding to the “1957 
design profile” in the FRLRP Segment 2 area is almost the same elevation that occurs when 
Feather River flow volumes match the 200-year event. Therefore, for repairs to the FRLRP 
Segment 2 levee to meet all engineering and design standards at the “1957 design profile”, the 
levee must, in effect, also provide a 200-year level of flood protection. 

The FRLRP Segment 2 levee must also provide a 200-year level of flood protection to comply 
with the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (Act) passed by the California legislature. 
Because of the potentially catastrophic consequences of flooding in the California Central Valley, 
the Act recognizes that the Federal government’s current 100-year flood protection standard is 
not sufficient to protect urban and urbanizing areas within flood-prone areas throughout the 
Central Valley and declares that the minimum standard for these areas is a 200-year level of 
flood protection. Due to existing development in the area protected by the FRLRP Segment 2 
levee (e.g., approximately 4,000 homes), the 200-year level of flood protection required by the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 applies to this area. 

Having the FRLRP Segment 2 levee provide a 200-year level of flood protection could represent 
an unacceptable transfer of flood risk to adjacent or downstream levee districts because of the 
reduction in frequency in which flood waters enter the RD 784 area. This could potentially create 
some degree of risk that flood water may be redirected to another basin upstream or downstream 
of the protected area. The question is whether the impacts of such risk shifting are significant and 
warrant compensatory measures outside of RD 784. The existing FRLRP Segment 2 levee has 
been determined to have geotechnical deficiencies and the correction of levee deficiencies that 
could cause a levee failure at less than the “1957 design profile” must be completed. These 
actions do not represent a transfer of risk or an unacceptable impact to the system because the 
system was intended to carry the “1957 design profile.” An example of a similar condition would 
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be erosion that has substantially damaged a levee. This erosion must be repaired so the levee 
performs to its original design standards and does not represent a transfer of risk or an 
unacceptable change from the existing condition. In addition, as discussed above, the planned 
design standard of protecting against the 200-year water surface elevation is not different from 
protecting against the “1957 design profile.” Therefore, the decreased risk of levee failure does 
not affect the intended performance of the FRLRP Segment 2 levee or other parts of the SRFCP. 
The decreased risk of levee failure is consistent with the design intent of the SRFCP, which did 
not rely on upstream levee failures to protect downstream floodplains. 

Comment 4I: Responsibilities for Flood Protection in the Reclamation District 784 Area 

Response: The EIS recognizes that TRLIA is a joint power authority between Yuba County and RD 784. 
The commenter is correct that the Yuba County Water Agency is not part of TRLIA. TRLIA was formed to 
finance and implement a program of levee repairs for the existing levee system that surrounds RD 784. This levee 
system protects the existing communities of Linda and Olivehurst, as well as developing areas such as Plumas 
Lake and North Arboga. 

The levees of RD 784, which TRLIA was formed to repair, are a part of the SRFCP. The SRFCP is a system-wide 
flood protection project. Any modifications to this system must be evaluated to determine the impacts to the 
system as a whole. The EIS presents the results of this evaluation. 

Maintenance of the existing RD 784 levee system along with repairs to that system is required to sustain the flood 
protection provided. This maintenance requires financial resources, which RD 784 obtains through assessments 
on properties provided flood protection. RD 784 is evaluating appropriate means to modify its fee collection 
system to better address the level and geographic area of flood protection provided by the improved system. 
The formation of an assessment district is being considered and will be the subject of public workshops and an 
election before it is implemented. However, modifications to the RD 784 fee collection system are not an issue 
relating to effects on the environment that must be addressed in a NEPA analysis. 

Comment 4J: Relationship of the FRLRP Segment 2 Project to the Sacramento River Flood 
Control Project 

Response: The commenter generally suggests that the proposed FRLRP is being designed and evaluated without 
consideration for its place in the planning and regulatory framework that encompasses the regional flood control 
system, which has been formed over decades by the Corps, DWR, the CVFPB, and at the local level by entities 
such as the Yuba County Water Agency and RD 784. To the contrary, the FRLRP has been designed based on 
careful study of the regional flood control system, and the EIS has been subject to review by federal and state 
agencies with direct roles in permitting the project. 

The FRLRP Segment 2 work is a locally implemented project, but it implements actions that are considered part 
of, or are integrated with, system-wide efforts. On a more local level, the FRLRP Segment 2 levee repairs are one 
of the last elements of the overall RD 784 levee repair program. As described under Section 1.8.1 of the EIS, 
portions of the planned Yuba Basin Project work overlap with flood system improvements planned and/or 
implemented by TRLIA (see Sections 1.8.1 and 1.8.2 of the EIS). Although the FRLRP Segment 2 levee repairs 
evaluated in the EIS, which would be implemented by TRLIA, are scheduled to be initiated prior to the General 
Re-evaluation Report (GRR) submittal date, it is expected that these flood protection improvements will be found 
to be consistent with the recommendations contained in the GRR. The Feather River levee in the study area for 
Segment 2 of the FRLRP is part of the SRFCP. As discussed under Section 1.5.3 of the EIS, federal and state 
agencies with direct roles in permitting the project continue to be involved in review and approval of application 
materials. In particular, the CVFPB enforces standards for the construction, maintenance, and protection of flood 
control facilities in the Central Valley. DWR oversees levee operation and maintenance. Project levees in 
California must meet standards for design and construction specified by the Corps in Engineer Manual 1110-2-
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1913 and in the 23 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 120. The entire FRLRP, including the 
Segment 2 project, has been designed to be in compliance with all applicable standards, programs, and practices 
of the local, state, and federal agencies with responsibilities related to the SRFCP. 

The FRLRP has been designed to be in compliance with all applicable standards, programs, and practices of the 
local, state, and federal agencies with responsibilities related to the SRFCP. Furthermore, federal and state 
agencies have reviewed the EIS and continue their respective responsibilities for overseeing the permitting and 
certifying this flood control project. 

The commenter again implies that flood protection improvements in the RD 784 area are intended to protect a 
specific area of residential development. This is not the case. The RD 784 flood protection improvements are 
intended to provide protection for the entire RD 784 area, including the existing communities of Linda and 
Olivehurst and thousands of acres of agricultural land. 

Comment 4K: Environmental Review under the National Environmental Policy Act 

Response: See response to Comment 4D above. The EIS provides an independent review of all project 
alternatives by the Corps, and the Corps has made no decision regarding the selection or approval of an 
alternative. The DEIS clearly identifies TRLIA’s proposed setback levee alternative as the “Applicant Preferred 
Alternative” and does not indicate that it is a Corps preferred alternative or the Corps’ proposed action. The DEIS 
identifies that TRLIA would be initiating construction of the Applicant Preferred Alternative prior to the NEPA 
process being complete and Corps approval being provided. The DEIS also identifies the potential consequences 
of this approach, stating in the first paragraph on Page 2-15: 

TRLIA recognizes that this approach carries the risk that the Corps permissions may not be 
granted as requested or may not be granted according to the timing assumed in the schedule, 
and has proposed to assume the risk rather than delay the start of construction until fall 2008, … 

TRLIA, and the State of California (which is providing a majority of the funding for implementation of the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative) accept the financial risk of initiating construction of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative prior to receiving 404 and 408 authorizations from the Corps. TRLIA and the State are accepting this 
risk in order to have the possibility of reducing flood risk in the portion of RD 784 protected by the Segment 2 to 
levee in the shortest timeframe possible. The DEIS provides a thorough analysis of the project alternatives 
included in the DEIS consistent with the requirements of NEPA, supports a Corps decision to select and approve 
any of the alternatives evaluated, and does not limit a Corps decision to deny approvals for any alternative and 
implement the No-Action Alternative. 

Comment 4L: Socioeconomic Effects of the FRLRP Segment 2 Project 

Response: A Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice analysis covering a broader geographic area, which is 
what the commenter appears to be requesting, is provided in the Cumulative Impact analysis in the DEIS. See 
Section 4.2.4, “Cumulative Impact Analysis,” pages 4-51 and 4-52 in the DEIS, which is now labeled as Section 
4.2.4.12, “Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice,” in this FEIS. Language has been added to this section to 
better clarify that flood protection benefits provided by repair of Segment 2 of the Feather River levee will equally 
benefit people of all socioeconomic conditions and ethnic backgrounds residing and working in the flood 
protected area. 

Comment 4M: The Corps’ Review of the FRLRP Segment 2 Project 

Response: As indicated in the responses above, particularly the responses to Comments 4D and 4K, it is believed 
that the EIS provides the “… independent, neutral, and detached analysis …” suggested by the commenter. 
No further response is required. 



 
August 26, 2008 
 
John Suazo 
Planning Division 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 J. St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
john.suazo@usace.army.mil 
 
SU:  Draft EIS TRLIA Feather River Levee Repair Project, Segment 2. 
 
The South Yuba River Citizens League (SYRCL), Friends of the River (FOR), and the Sierra 
Club write to comment on the Draft EIS 408 Permission and 404 Permit to Three Rivers Levee 
Improvement Authority for the Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2.  
We thank you for granting an extension for submission of these comments.   
 
SYRCL, FOR, and the Sierra Club participated in the Yuba-Feather Working Group (YFWG), 
convened after the 1997 flooding in this region. We have written letters to DWR and others to 
affirm our support of the Feather River Levee Setback and have requested funds from 
Proposition 1E (the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006) for this 
project.   
 
First, we commend TRLIA, DWR, the Corps, YCWA, and other partners for their efforts to 
implement and fund this almost six mile levee setback on the Feather River as an alternative to 
a “re-build in place” project.  The hydrologic, public safety, ecosystem and other benefits of 
the levee setback clearly demonstrate the Feather River levee setback project as a model 
structural flood management project, with: 
� Substantial regional flood benefits and maximum flood reduction benefits to RD 784.  
� Improved public safety, replacing a currently deficient levee with a new and more 

structurally sound levee. 
� Tremendous riparian habitat restoration opportunity with up to 1,550 acres of 

floodplain lands reconnected with the river. 
� An opportunity for natural riparian vegetation recruitment and anadromous and native 

fish foraging and rearing habitat. 
� Long term community benefits with increased park and open space land. 

We ask you to review our letter written to DWR in February 2007 (Attachment A) in support of 
this project for more details. 
 

Additional Comments and Areas of Concern 
Clearly the levee setback alternative creates an opportunity for significant areas of former 
floodplains to be reconnected with the Feather River.  Such a restored connection has the 
potential to provide substantial benefits for terrestrial and aquatic species: essential restoration 
during a time of widespread riparian habitat losses and threatened populations (i.e., Chinook 
salmon runs). It is essential that this opportunity to reconnect river and floodplains is 
considered in advance of project implementation with the project committing to exceed typical 
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mitigation efforts and designate a project outcome goal of hydrologically reconnecting the 
floodway with adjacent floodplains.  For example, we understand that material will be 
removed from a borrow pit in 2009 for project levee construction, and yet there are no plans at 
this time to remove the material in conjunction with consideration of re-creating hydrologically 
connected floodplain habitat.  Clearly the time is now to think comprehensively and with multi-
objectives that include ecosystem benefits in project planning.   For more details about specific 
actions that can affect ecological functions in the setback floodway area, we refer you to Phil 
Williams and Associates (PWA) 8/1/08 Feather River setback geomorphic assessment memo 
to GEI and TRLIA with the subject “preliminary concepts for floodplain enhancement 
actions.” PWA identifies a series of potential enhancement actions that would enable increased 
inundation of the site and invigorate geomorphic and ecological functions.  Such floodplain 
inundation and access has been demonstrated in the scientific literature to substantially benefit 
aquatic species, including juvenile salmon (see Sommer et al 2001, Jeffres 2008).  
 
Our organizations have significant concerns with the new development proposed for 
construction behind these Feather River levees -- for there is no federal, state or local 
government floodplain management regulatory framework for developments in protected deep 
floodplains designed to insure against flood losses, minimize flood damages and releases of 
toxic substances, or ensure adequate emergency planning in the event of flooding. It is clear to 
our organizations that if floodplain development is going to occur in RD 784, then at the very 
minimum, flood management is best approached with time tested floodwater management 
methods that optimize ecosystem restoration and flood protection for communities at risk and 
compatibility with desirable improvements to the overall flood management system.   
 
We ask that these concerns are considered in future environmental analysis and documents. 
 
 
Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
Katrina Schneider  
River Scientist, South Yuba River Citizens League (SYRCL) 
216 Main St., Nevada City, CA 95959, (530) 265-5961 x.212 
 

 
Ronald Stork 
Senior Policy Analyst, Friends of the River (FOR) 
915 20th St., Sacramento, CA 95814      
 

 
Allan Eberhart 
State Conservation Chair, Sierra Club  
24084 Clayton Rd., Grass Valley, CA 95949 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 

 
 

February 7, 2007 
 
Lester Snow 
Director, CA Dept. of Water Resources 
1416 Ninth Street, 11th Floor 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
SU:  Feather River Levee Repair Project – Support for Levee Setback  
 
Dear Director Snow;  
 
The South Yuba River Citizens League (SYRCL), Friends of the River (FOR), and the Sierra Club (all 
members of the Yuba Feather Workgroup) write now to express our support of the Feather River 
Levee Setback, as described in TRLIA’s Draft EIR Alternative 2.   
 
The Feather River Levee Setback provides the largest flood benefits for Reclamation District 784 (RD 
784) simultaneous with maximizing floodplain restoration and other benefits. We commend TRLIA’s 
levee setback alternative for its consistency with the Comprehensive Study statement:  

There are opportunities to widen selected reaches of the floodways to reduce constrictions and 
increase flow capacity.  Reducing floodway constrictions along the lower Feather River would 
improve levee reliability in the Marysville-Yuba City urban area by reducing flood stage and could 
increase the opportunity for riparian habitat within the floodway. The Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study 

 
Broad Flood Relief Benefits 

The Feather River levee setback project will provide significant flood management benefits to both 
Yuba and Sutter County residents including: 

� The proposed setback provides more reliable protection for floodplain inhabitants by replacing 
a currently deficient levee with a new and more structurally sound levee moved back from the 
river and built on a better foundation (mostly the Modesto Formation instead of the natural 
levee and channel deposits that the current levee is built above).  

� According to Draft EIR documents, the setback reduces high flow event flood elevations more 
than any other considered option, with almost two feet of reduced elevations upstream of the 
setback, and significant benefits for the communities of Marysville and Yuba City.   

Unlike “build in place” levee strengthening projects, the Feather River levee setback is a structural 
flood management approach that provides broad flood relief by actually lowering river stage, 
benefiting communities on both sides of the river, as well as providing a small measure of additional 
floodplain storage in the overall system. 
 

Beneficial Ecosystem and Other Attributes 
The levee setback alternative creates an opportunity for over 1,500 acres of floodplain lands to 
reconnect with the Feather River.  This setback can provide significant benefits for both terrestrial and 
aquatic species, especially if it commits to exceed typical mitigation efforts with the goal of 
hydrologically reconnecting the floodway with adjacent floodplains.  Through such efforts, this setback 
can provide increased topographic and geomorphic diversity with a less constrained river system in 
dynamic equilibrium with its floodplain. DEIR documents state that natural recruitment of riparian 

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
Final EIS                                                                                                                                                             404 Permission and 404 PermitComments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS                   A-34                Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2



8/26/08 DEIS, Feather River Levee Setback   p. 4 

species will occur rapidly and anadromous and native fishes will use the connected floodplain for 
foraging and rearing. The setback also allows for an overall decrease in erosion of surrounding levees 
and river banks.   There are also long term community benefits associated with the increase in park and 
open space land adjacent to the river.   
 
In conclusion, the hydrologic, public safety, ecosystem and other benefits of the levee setback clearly 
demonstrate the Feather River levee setback project as a model structural flood management project 
and a good opportunity to use Proposition 1E (the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond 
Act of 2006) funds for long term flood risk reduction.  Our organizations do have significant concerns 
with the new development proposed for construction behind these Feather River levees -- for there is no 
federal, state or local government floodplain management regulatory framework for developments in 
protected deep floodplains designed to insure against flood losses, minimize flood damages and 
releases of toxic substances, or ensure adequate emergency planning in the event of flooding. We will 
address these concerns under a separate letter.  Yet it is clear to our organizations that if floodplain 
development is going to occur in RD 784, then at the very minimum, flood management is best 
approached with time tested floodwater management methods that optimize ecosystem 
restoration and flood protection for communities at risk and compatibility with desirable 
improvements to the overall flood management system.  The Feather River levee setback alternative 
is the only DEIR alternative that can provide such integrated multiple benefits.    
 
Please feel free to contact us if you have any additional questions. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Katrina Schneider  
River Scientist, South Yuba River Citizens League (SYRCL) 
216 Main St., Nevada City, CA 95959 
 

 
Ronald Stork 
Senior Policy Analyst, Friends of the River (FOR) 
915 20th St., Sacramento, CA 95814      

 
Allan Eberhart 
State Conservation Chair, Sierra Club  
24084 Clayton Rd., Grass Valley, CA 95949 
 
Cc:  Paul G. Brunner, P.E., Executive Director, TRLIA 

FAX: 530 749-7312, pbrunner@co.yuba.ca.us 
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Letter 

5 
Response 

 Katrina Schneider, South Yuba River Citizens League (SYRCL) 
Ron Stork, Friends of the River (FOR) 
Allan Eberhart, Sierra Club 
August 26, 2008 

 

Comment 5A: SYRCL, FOR, and the Sierra Club Support Selection of the Applicant Preferred 
Alternative 

Response: The Corps acknowledges the support expressed by SYRCL, FOR, and the Sierra Club for the 
Applicant Preferred Alternative and appreciates the comments and information provided by these organizations. 
The Corps will consider the comments and supporting information in selecting an alternative among those 
evaluated in the EIS and determining whether to grant the requested permissions to TRLIA under CWA Section 
404 and Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (i.e., “Section 408”). 

Comment 5B: Reconnection of the Feather River to the Adjacent Floodplain 

Response: The Corps acknowledges the comments addressing various benefits associated with reconnecting the 
Feather River and the adjacent floodplain. TRLIA has coordinated with the Corps to develop a conceptual 
wetland mitigation plan that will provide the basis to mitigate for impacts to waters of the United States from 
implementation of the Applicant Preferred Alternative. The proposed mitigation approach could also be applied to 
the Intermediate Setback Levee Alternative. The conceptual plan includes creation of approximately 20.1 acres of 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. at the large borrow area adjacent to Messick Lake in the levee setback area. 
The plan includes the following statements that relate to the comments provided by SYRCL, FOR, and the Sierra 
Club: 

Construction of the proposed floodplain drainage swale and removal of the existing levee after 
the proposed setback levee is complete would restore a hydrological connection between the 
Plumas Lake/Plumas Lake Canal/Messick Lake complex and the Feather River. The combined … 
mitigation efforts would restore important physical and ecological floodplain processes in the 
levee setback area and thereby improve overall geomorphic and ecologic functions in the 
watershed. The mitigation effort would thus further the goals of the recently published Mitigation 
Rule by ‘restoring an outstanding and regionally significant aquatic resource based on rigorous 
and scientific analysis.’ 

The conceptual mitigation plan has been reviewed by Corps staff and has been incorporated into Section 3.6 of 
the FEIS, “Waters of the United States and Wetlands,” under “Mitigation Measure 3.6-a: Complete Section 404 
Permit Process and Mitigate for Wetland Acreage Affected on a ‘No-Net-Loss’ Basis.” 

Comment 5C: Floodplain Management and Flood Protection 

Response: The Corps notes the concerns of the commenters related to development within the floodplain and the 
provision of flood protection for this development. This issue has been a subject of controversy in south Yuba 
County for several years. Please refer to Section 1.5.3 of the EIS, “Areas of Controversy,” which includes these 
statements regarding the Segment 2 setback levee: 

This project would help resolve a current area of known and long-standing controversy, namely, 
the existing risk of flooding impacts in the RD 784 area, as demonstrated by historical 
catastrophic flooding events. Overall, repairs to Segment 2 of the FRLRP would reduce the 
ongoing concern and controversy over flood protection in communities in the area. 



408 Permission and 404 Permit  Final EIS 
Feather River Levee Repair Project, California, Segment 2 A-37 Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS 

Refer also to Section 1.3 of the EIS, “Project Purpose,” which includes this discussion: 

The primary purpose of the project is to correct identified deficiencies in the left bank levee of the 
Feather River, and consequently to improve flood protection in the RD 784 area of Yuba County. 
The goal for improved flood protection in the RD 784 area is to provide protection against the 
0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) event. 

Protecting against the 0.5% AEP event corresponds to the term ‘200-year flood protection.’… In 
any case, flood risk to the RD 784 area would be considerably reduced by the proposed project. 

Section 1.8 of the EIS, “Background on Flood Protection Efforts in the RD 784 Area,” provides a detailed history 
of the work undertaken over the past decades by the Corps, the California Department of Water Resources, the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and Yuba County to evaluate and repair the levees in the project area. 
As discussed in this section of the DEIS (now more specifically identified as Section 1.8.3.1 in the FEIS), 
construction of the first homes in the Plumas Lake Specific Plan area began in 2002 at a time when it was though 
the RD 784 area had 100-year flood protection. The Corps’ 2003 floodplain mapping study resulted in the 
conclusion that the people and property in the RD 784 area, including homes that had already been built in the 
Plumas Lake Specific Plan area before the release of the Corps study, are subject to a much higher flood risk than 
previously believed. 

As described in Section 2.1 of the DEIS, “Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Discussion”, the Corps 
considered various means to provide flood protection only to the existing development in the RD 784 area such as 
ring levees and elevating existing structures above the 100-year flood stage elevation. However, for reasons 
described in Section 2.1, these options are considered financially and/or logistically infeasible. In addition, they 
would not provide flood protection to portions of important infrastructure, such as segments of Highway 70. 

As described in Section 5.1.8 in the DEIS, “Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management,” (now Section 5.1.9 
in this FEIS): 

“Improvements to the levees protecting the RD 784 area have been determined by the Corps, the 
State, and TRLIA to be the most feasible method of providing adequate flood protection to 
existing development in the RD 784 area. Other options to improve flood protection for existing 
development, such as ring levees are raising of structures are not feasible due to the dispersed 
nature of development in the RD 784 area. Although the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB 
Setback Levee Alternative would fail to discourage further development within the basin, this 
action is consistent with efforts by the State of California to comprehensively address floodplain 
development and flood risk on a regional scale.” 

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977), directs Federal agencies to issue or amend 
existing regulations and procedures to ensure that the potential effects of any action it may take in a floodplain are 
evaluated and that its planning programs and budget requests reflect consideration of flood hazards and floodplain 
management. The purpose of this directive is “to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse 
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.” Levee repairs under any FRLRP alternative 
(i.e., Levee Strengthening, Intermediate Setback Levee, ASB Setback Levee) would reduce the risk of flood loss 
and minimize the impact of floods on human health, safety, and welfare by strengthening existing flood control 
infrastructure protecting significant existing development. Because there is no practicable alternative to the 
floodplain development indirectly associated with the project, and because the project will improve flood control 
capacity, it satisfies Executive Order 11988. 

In regards to proposed flood protection improvements removing an impediment to future growth in the flood 
protected area, it should be noted that all action alternatives evaluated in this EIS would have the same indirect 
growth inducing effect. Implementation of the Levee Strengthening Alternative, Intermediate Setback Levee 
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Alternative, or the Applicant Preferred Alternative – ASB Setback Levee Alternative would provide 200-year 
flood protection to the area protected by the Segment 2 levee and would remove flood protection as an obstacle to 
development in this area. 

It is important to note that land use decisions are the responsibility of the local jurisdiction (in this case, Yuba 
County), and it is not the responsibility of the Corps or TRLIA to provide mitigation for the consequences of 
these land use decisions. It is the intention of TRLIA to complete implementation of its phased program of flood 
control projects to ensure that the project levees in the RD 784 area provide 200-year flood protection for the 
existing communities in the area. 

Recognizing the risk to existing development in the RD 784 area from flooding, Yuba County, in collaboration 
with multiple additional agencies, has included risk reduction and emergency response measures for the RD 784 
area in a “Multi-Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan for Yuba County, California” completed in May 
2007. Multiple additional risk reduction and emergency response measures have also been implemented prior to 
development of the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan and since its completion. Measures include: 

► Implementation of a Telephone Emergency Notification System (TENS) to quickly notify residents and 
businesses via phone of any emergency situation, 

► Development of time inundation maps that model how long it would take for flood waters to reach certain 
areas if a levee breach were to occur at various locations. The time inundation maps have been used to 
develop evacuation routes and emergency response routes that best address various levee breach scenarios, 

► Identification of special-needs populations requiring special disaster planning, 

► Identification of animal evacuation protocols, 

► Implementation of a public education and outreach program to inform residents and business of the flood risk, 
appropriate preparedness actions, and evacuation routes, 

► Continuing flood preparedness training for fire departments and flood workers, and 

► Identifying and implementing projects that increase infrastructure resistance to flood events, such as elevating 
key road segments and enlarging culverts to prevent localized road flooding. 

This comment concludes with the statement “… flood management is best approached with time tested 
floodwater management methods that optimize ecosystem restoration and flood protection for communities at risk 
and compatibility with desirable improvements to the overall flood management system.” This same statement is 
included in the February 2007 SYRCL letter to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) included as 
Attachment A to this comment letter. However, in the DWR letter, the statement is followed by the sentence 
“The Feather River levee setback alternative is the only DEIR alternative that can provide such integrated 
multiple benefits.” Taken within the context of the letter to DWR, it is assumed that the statement provided in this 
DEIS comment letter is intended to indicate a preference for the Applicant Preferred Alternative. Please see 
response to Comment 5A above regarding this topic. 
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REFERENCES 

Boeck, Van. Principal Engineer. Yuba County Public Works Department. Marysville, CA. August 29, 2008—
telephone conversation with Jeanine Hinde of EDAW on the County’s standards for stormwater runoff 
retention/detention. 

Lorentson, Pauline. Yuba County IGR Coordinator. California Department of Transportation. September 11, 
2008—telephone conversation with Jeanine Hinde of EDAW to confirm that the comments provided by 
Caltrans on the draft environmental impact statement are limited to the potential effects of the project on 
State Route 70. 

Wanket, Dan. Project engineer. GEI Consultants, Oakland. September 12, 2008—telephone conversation with 
Jeanine Hinde of EDAW regarding the nature of truck trips needed to haul borrow material and 
construction equipment and materials to the project site. 
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